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FROM THE EDITORS .

There is a powerful undercurrent of thought throughout our defense establish-
ment that doubts the value of the study of history for addressing today’s security
challenges. It is sometimes said—and more commonly assumed—that the pace
of technological development in this new age of networked communications and
precision targeting is rapidly rendering obsolete the lessons of past international
conflicts. In remarks delivered to the Naval War College’s Twentieth International
Seapower Symposium on 20 October 2011 as the inaugural Hattendorf Prize
Lecture, the distinguished British naval historian N. A. M. Rodger defends the
study of history by military professionals and contemporary statesmen. Like it
or not, he argues, we cannot escape the grip of history, which continues to shape
basic assumptions we make about today’s world whether or not we recognize it
fully. Professor John Hattendorf, chair of the Naval War College’s Department of
Maritime History, is the author most recently of Talking about Naval History: A
Collection of Essays (Newport: Naval War College Press, 2011).

That conventional historical narratives are frequently flawed and in need of
challenge and reinterpretation, as Rodger also suggests, is well illustrated by our
lead article. William H. J. Manthorpe, Jr., in “The Secretary and CNO on 23-24
October 1962: Setting the Historical Record Straight,” offers a meticulous recon-
struction of one of the most storied incidents of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the
alleged confrontation between Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara and
then—Chief of Naval Operations Admiral George Anderson over the Navy’s han-
dling of the “quarantine” of Cuba. On the basis of personal interviews with con-
temporary participants as well as recently declassified intelligence, Manthorpe is
able to dismiss the long-accepted idea that the CNO was culpably unresponsive
to higher authority in withholding critical information about the movement
of Soviet transport ships from his civilian superiors. Captain Manthorpe, USN
(Ret.), a career naval intelligence officer, was himself one of the briefers of the
CNO and senior Pentagon ofticials during the most dangerous crisis of the Cold
War, of which this year is the fiftieth anniversary.

In “Globalization, Security, and Economic Well-Being,” Stephen M. Carmel
explores the structure of global trade as it has evolved in the period following
World War II and its implications for international security. He argues that this

second great age of globalization is fundamentally different from the age that
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culminated in World War I in ways that are not generally appreciated. The twin
technological revolutions of containerization and the Internet over the course of
the last several decades have brought about a little-noticed transition from trade
in goods to trade in “tasks,” thereby greatly complicating the assignment of prov-
enance and ownership of goods and services throughout the global system. Any
disruption of the now tightly calibrated global supply chain is liable to have large
ripple effects that as a result are difficult if not impossible to predict. Unlike Nor-
man Angell, the great prophet of the first age of globalization, Carmel does not
draw the inference that global economic interdependence will deter war between
major powers. Stephen M. Carmel is a vice president of Maersk Line, Limited, as
well as a member of the Chief of Naval Operations Executive Panel. This article
is adapted from an address delivered on 19 October 2011 to the Twentieth Inter-
national Seapower Symposium at the Naval War College.

In “Replacing Battleships with Aircraft Carriers in the Pacific in World War 11,
Thomas C. Hone also challenges the received wisdom, in this case concerning the
transformation of naval war fighting by the United States in the course of World
War II in the Pacific theater. His overall thesis is that it is a mistake to equate the
story of the U.S. Navy in the Pacific War with the rise of aircraft carriers. There
was, rather, a gradual evolution in both operational art and technology resulting
in an effectively integrated combined-arms fleet that in many respects remains
the model for today’s U.S. Navy. Thomas Hone, a retired Naval War College fac-
ulty member, recently coauthored Innovation in Carrier Aviation.

Finally, Christofer Waldenstrom, in “Sea Control through the Eyes of the Per-
son Who Does It: A Theoretical Field Analysis,” provides an unusual operational-
level analysis of the problem of exercising sea control in potentially contested
waters, particularly in constricted littoral areas. The analysis is structured, using
the analogy of driving an automobile, by identifying the various tasks that must
be continuously performed by a naval commander in order to ensure that ships
dependent on his protection maintain a “field of safe travel” until reaching their
destination. Dr. Waldenstrom is lead scientist in the war-gaming section of the
Institution of War Studies at the Swedish National Defence College.

WINNERS OF OUR ANNUAL ARTICLE PRIZES
The President of the Naval War College has awarded prizes to the winners of the
annual Hugh G. Nott and Edward S. Miller competitions for articles appearing
in the Naval War College Review.

The Nott Prize, established in the early 1980s, is given to the authors of the best
articles (less those considered for the Miller Prize) in the Review in the previous
publishing year. Cash awards are funded by the generosity of the Naval War Col-

lege Foundation.



FROM THE EDITORS

This year’s winner was Vitaliy Pradun, for “From Bottle Rockets to Lightning
Bolts: China’s Missile Revolution and PLA Strategy against U.S. Military Inter-
vention,” which appeared in the Spring 2011 issue ($1,000).

The second-place winner was Stephen Downes-Martin, for “Operations As-
sessment in Afghanistan Is Broken: What Is to Be Done?,” which appeared in our
Autumn 2011 issue ($650).

Three articles were selected for honorable mention: “Captains of the Soul:
Stoic Philosophy and the Western Profession of Arms in the Twenty-First
Century,” by Michael Evans (Winter 2011); “Places and Bases: The Chinese Navy’s
Emerging Support Network in the Indian Ocean,” by Daniel J. Kostecka (Winter
2011); and “The Future of Aircraft Carriers,” by Robert C. Rubel (Autumn 2011).

The Miller Prize was founded in 1992 by the historian Edward S. Miller for
the author of the best historical article appearing in the Naval War College Review
in the same period. This year’s winner is Thomas G. Mahnken, for “Asymmetric
Warfare at Sea: The Naval Battles off Guadalcanal, 1942—-1943” (Winter 2011,
$500).

IF YOU VISIT US

Our editorial offices are now located in Sims Hall, in the Naval War College
Coasters Harbor Island complex, on the third floor, west wing (rooms W334, 335,
309). For building-security reasons, it would be necessary to meet you at the main

entrance and escort you to our suite—give us a call ahead of time (841-2236).

STATEMENT OF OWNERSHIP, MANAGEMENT, AND CIRCULATION

Statement of ownership, management, and circulation (required by 39 USC. 3685, PS Form 3526-R, Sep-
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Pelham G. Boyer, Managing Editor
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“The Perils of History,” an expanded version of remarks delivered on
20 October 2011 at the Naval War College’s twentieth International
Seapower Symposium as the Hattendorf Prize Lecture, 2011, by the

inaugural laureate of the Hattendorf Prize, N. A. M. Rodger.

ccording to Hegel, we learn from history that we do not learn from history.*

We also learn that historians are deeply unreliable, and never more so than
when they are foolish enough to predict the future. Historians, in fact, would
certainly be the worst possible guides to the policy maker, were it not for the
alternative. But the alternative is not other people with better information but
other people with no information, for it is the past that makes the present and
the future. All of us, as individuals, as organizations, and as societies, have per-
sonalities that are made up of our experiences. It is memory that makes us what
we are, and to lose memory is to lose personality. In this age of dementia, many
of us are painfully familiar with what happens when people lose their memories,
but though individuals can lose their minds, societies and organizations (like
navies) never escape their past. All we know comes from our experience, and all
our experience is of the past. The future, which it would be very convenient to
know, is regrettably inaccessible; the present constantly slips between our fingers.
Only the past makes us who we are, and it shapes our understanding of the world.
The question is not whether we should or whether we can learn from the past; we
have no choice, if we are to learn at all. Recent or distant, history is all we have to
go on, and we cannot escape it.

To read the writings or listen to the speeches of public figures is to encounter a
dense tissue of historical references and allusions. Sometimes they are conscious
references to historical events that form, or are believed to form, part of the com-
mon stock of social memory. Occasionally they are the fruit of serious knowledge
of the past, but more often they refer to some of the common myths that bind

*“What experience and history teach is this—that nations and governments have never learned
anything from history, or acted upon any lessons they might have drawn from it.” Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegel, introduction to Lectures on the Philosophy of History (1832).
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nations and societies together. Usually these myths have historical roots, but in
the process of shaping national identity they tend to lose any close relation with
the truth of what really happened. Where do they come from, these urban myths
and long-exploded fallacies that form so much of the discourse of public life?
Half-remembered primary-school lessons, anecdotes overheard in the pub, news-
papers read over someone’s shoulder seem to have more power to form opinion
than any scholar could dream of. “Practical men, who believe themselves to be
quite exempt from any intellectual influence,” wrote J. M. Keynes, “are usually the
slaves of some defunct economist. Madmen in authority, who hear voices in the
air, are distilling their frenzy from some academic scribbler of a few years back.”*
Our problem is not that we know too little history to understand the present but
that we know too much, and most of it is wrong.

Even when it is right, moreover, the history that is put to use is often the
wrong history. In September 2011 a short article appeared in the Economist that
reviewed the situation of the euro, quoting an unnamed ambassador:-}‘ “I feel
like a filing clerk in Berlin in 1945. The work of government goes on, even as the
war approaches.” Inspired by this remark, the anonymous author indulged in
an extended range of military metaphors and allusions to events of the Second
World War. Clearly he wanted to show off his knowledge of that war, but it was
not obvious that it told the reader anything at all about the financial crisis. There
is of course a very relevant history that could and should have been deployed—
the history of currency unions. The history of the Zollverein (which led to the
unified currency of the 1871 German Reich); of the Latin, Scandinavian, and
East African currency unions (which all failed); of the West African franc and
the Belgium-Luxembourg currency link (still flourishing)—all offer relevant les-
sons. The eighteenth-century New England monetary union shows that common
currencies can circulate without political union, while the history of the United
States over its first century shows that a political union does not require a com-
mon currency (at least initially). All these would have been highly instructive
historical excursions; the Second World War was mere self-indulgence, and even
if the journalist had been a real expert in it, it would still have been irrelevant.

What is more, real expertise is no guarantee that history will guide us in the
right direction. There could be no better nor more apposite example of the expert
historian than Captain Alfred T. Mahan, and yet in reading his great works we
can easily see that he was wrong to assume that certain features of the world he
had grown up with would last forever. For him the sea was always commanded

*J. M. Keynes, The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money (London: Macmillan /
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1936), p. 383.

T Charlemagne [pseud.], “In the Brussels Bunker,” Economist, 17 September 2011.
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by a single, dominant European naval power, and Britain was the only plausible
candidate. He looked forward to the day when the U.S. Navy would be capable
of joining an alliance with Britain, but he clearly did not expect that there would
ever be more than a handful of serious naval powers. Though he lived in the
first great age of free trade and liberal economics, he did not foresee that the
result would be the creation of many advanced economies and modern navies all
over the world. Nor did he realize that the growth of the U.S. Navy, to which he
dedicated his career, would inevitably make it impossible for Britain or any other
European power to dominate the seas of the world single-handed. Consequently
he has relatively little to say to our age of naval coalitions.

Most common and most destructive of all, however, are not appeals to the
lessons of real history, nor even conscious references to shared myth, but un-
conscious assumptions that reveal themselves in turns of phrase and habits of
thought. This is history at the deepest and most universal level, the history that
lies below the foundations of every intellectual construction and undermines so
many of them. This is the history that everybody shares and nobody needs to
think about; these are the assumptions that are never challenged. This history is
everywhere, but much of it is bad history, and the longer it goes unchallenged,
the more dangerous it becomes. This history provides people with ready-made

solutions to new problems, and it “proves” that they are the right solutions.

Whatever the locus of action, from national government down to precinct, whether
in an executive body or a legislative committee, some participants are almost sure to
start with favorite, long-developed schemes. Their inclination will be to ignore what-
ever seems not to fit and to define the problem as one calling for solutions they have

handy. Their arguments will be supported, more than likely, by analogies.*

The analogies will be drawn from experience, that is, from history, and most
likely from the history that has the most emotional power.

Traumatic events dig deep foundations in the national psyche. In Britain the
appeasement of Hitler has long been such an event. Sir Anthony Eden’s response
to the Egyptian nationalization of the Suez Canal in 1956 was clearly shaped by
his determination never again to appease a dictator. But events suggest that the
precedent of Hitler was not very helpful in dealing with Colonel Nasser, and one
cannot help thinking that if Eden had confronted and analyzed it he would have
realized as much. In other crises since, the reflex never to appease a dictator has
evidently served British governments rather better. For the United States the

equivalent trauma is Pearl Harbor. It was the image that leaped to many minds

*Richard E. Neustadt and Ernest R. May, Thinking in Time: The Uses of History for Decision-Makers
(New York: Free Press, 1986), p. 235.

9
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on that “day of infamy,” 11 September 2001, when the terrorists attacked the Twin
Towers, and it evidently shaped President Bush’s response, which was to declare
war on somebody at once and invade somewhere as quickly as possible. Even at
the time, many observers doubted if it was wise to raise a criminal gang to the
status of a sovereign state or whether invasion of one or two countries, however
unpleasant they were, was really the best response to an international terrorist
movement.*

Today, Pear]l Harbor visibly lurks just below the surface of much discussion of
U.S. relations with China. Clearly there are excellent reasons for the United States
(and the world) to pay close attention to China, but to me it seems that the case
differs in most respects from that of Japan in the 1930s and that the mere fact
that China constitutes a potential threat to U.S. interests from approximately the
same part of the world is a bad reason for drawing conscious—or, more danger-
ously, unconscious—parallels with 1941. It is especially dangerous because of one
notable difference: in 1941 the Pacific naval powers were (as a consequence of the
Washington naval treaties) so far apart that they were largely out of each other’s
range, but today the United States and China have many opportunities to clash in
and around the China seas. A sudden emergency generated by some unexpected
incident is the worst possible moment to be guided by unconscious historical
parallels. Moreover, the Chinese too have their traumatic moments in history that
are likely to shape their responses in any confrontation with an external power.
In their case, it is the myth-history of the Opium War that is endlessly invoked to
explain how to resist foreign aggression.-k This history would be well worth study
by American policy makers.

Since history is impossible to escape and bad history is difficult to avoid, the
historian has at least the essential function of distinguishing the two, of warning
against bad history and false analogy. Historians may have no special qualifica-
tions to predict the future, but at least they can check the misuse of the past. For
strategists and policy makers, however, this may not be enough. I know from
experience that people can be very annoyed with historians who insist how much
better qualified they are than anyone else to avoid the dangers of predicting the
future by false analogy with the past but then refuse to risk their reputations
by making any predictions at all. The historian must always be intensely con-

scious that history never repeats itself exactly; historical parallels are never really

* A recent contribution to the large literature on this theme is John W. Dower, Cultures of War: Pearl
Harbor, Hiroshima, 9-11, Iraq (New York: W. W. Norton, 2010).

T Peter Ward Fay, The Opium War 1840-1842: Barbarians in the Celestial Empire in the Early Part of
the Nineteenth Century and the War by Which They Forced Her Gates Ajar, 2nd ed. (Chapel Hill:
Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1997), pp. 299-303.
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parallel, and the “lessons of history” are at best general warnings, not specific
instructions. It has been well said that “history never repeats itself, but sometimes
it rhymes.”* Historians cannot help noticing resemblances between the present
day and the periods they study, and these may at least suggest pitfalls to avoid and
possibilities to exploit.

I myself have recently been studying the nineteenth century, and I believe
there are suggestive similarities between that era and our own in two dimensions:
diplomacy and strategy, and economics and trade. In diplomacy and strategy we
may concentrate on the leading European nations, for in the nineteenth century
the great powers were still essentially European. The United States, as the century
wore on, increasingly acquired the economic potential to act as a great power, but
in practice it remained largely absorbed in its own internal development; it did
not choose to involve itself deeply in world affairs, and (except during the Civil
War) its armed forces were negligible. For almost forty years after the Congress
of Vienna ended the Napoleonic War, the peace of Europe was largely assured by
the “Concert of Europe”—meaning the loose, informal grouping of the victors in
that war—to preserve stability and restrain French expansionism. This was then
disrupted by the Russian war of 185255 (rather misleadingly called the Crimean
War, since its origins lay in the Levant and its most decisive campaign was fought
in the Baltic), followed by the German and Italian wars of unification.

In 1871 the creation of the German Second Reich marked the emergence of a
new, powerful, and expansionist military power in Central Europe. For the last
thirty years of the century and the early years of the next, Europe (and by exten-
sion the world as well) was increasingly destabilized by the rise of two hungry
and ambitious powers, Germany and Russia, and by the decline and vulner-
ability of two extensive empires, Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman Empire.
Comfortable, possessor powers like Britain and France had imperial ambitions
and rivalries across the world but hoped to keep the peace within Europe by re-
straining aggressors and supporting existing frontiers. The British in particular
feared that a collapse of the Ottoman Empire would allow Russia to expand to
the Mediterranean and threaten the vital imperial sea route to India. Toward the
end of the century the British became increasingly worried that Russian expan-
sion in Central Asia would place the Russian army within direct striking distance
of India—though the modern eye and modern maps suggest that the very long
distances and very high mountains that separated them would have put an inva-
sion far out of practical reach.

Retrospect suggests that Britain’s preeminence was under growing threat from

the 1870s at latest. British statesmen, however, like the vast majority of world

*The remark is usually attributed to Mark Twain, but there seems to be no good source for it.
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leaders in every age, had learned their view of the world as young men and did
not substantially change it as they grew older. The leaders of that generation had
formed their outlook in the 1830s, 1840s, and 1850s, when it seemed that Britain
had nothing to fear from Continental rivals and nothing to lose from what Lord
Palmerston (twice prime minister) called “splendid isolation.” For them British
preeminence was a given, a product of history and economic dominance that
no one could doubt or challenge. There was no need to spend much money on
the navy, still less the army, because only savages would be ignorant and fool-
ish enough to challenge them. The only superpower dominated the world by
political and economic rather than military strength. It has been well said that
“superpowers in any age function much on strategic credit. Their writ, that is,
runs much more on the basis of their reputation for effective coercion than on
the actual exercise of power.”* Reputation was cheap and effective, there had been
no credible military threat to Britain for half a century, and British political lead-
ers of the generation of Disraeli and Gladstone found it difficult to take seriously
the idea that there might be another in the foreseeable future.

This confidence rested on Britain’s economic superiority. By 1815 Britain was
the world’s leading trading nation, with an unsurpassed financial strength that
had allowed it to finance the entire allied war effort in the closing stages of the
Napoleonic War. In the succeeding years of peace the Industrial Revolution gath-
ered pace, and in the 1840s the repeal of the Corn Laws and the Navigation Acts
threw open British shipping and overseas trade to international competition and
ushered in the era of free trade. This was the first age of globalization, when the
free movement of capital and technology and the progressive removal of barriers
to trade led to a very rapid increase in international prosperity. It also led to the
rise of new industrial powers abroad. From being in the 1840s the only advanced
industrial economy in the world, Britain was by the end of the century only one
of several, some of them having much greater populations, land areas, and stores
of natural resources than its own.

It was obvious to contemporaries that British economic preeminence was un-
der threat, and it seemed to many that ambitious rivals might easily translate that
threat into military terms—or rather, naval terms, for all credible strategic threats
to Britain were necessarily naval ones. By the 1880s the old-fashioned and quite
unrealistic fears of an unexpected surprise attack across the Channel had been
largely abandoned. In their place came a newer and more credible threat to Brit-
ain’s worldwide trade, to an economy now heavily dependent on imported food
and raw materials and exported manufactures. Moreover, this threat no longer

*Colin S. Gray, The Leverage of Sea Power: The Strategic Advantage of Navies in War (New York: Free
Press, 1992), p. 142.
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came entirely from rival European powers. Advanced economies were rising in
other parts of the world, some of them showing signs of spending their wealth
and industrial capacity on modern navies. For two centuries the British had been
able to dominate the seas of the world indirectly by keeping their main fleet at
home, for defense against their neighbors, who were their only serious enemies.
By the late 1890s two small but modern navies, those of the United States and
Japan, were rising in distant seas that could not be dominated from Europe.

British strategists recognized their country’s radical and unique dependence
on seaborne trade but were divided in their response. Some feared attack and
planned various strategies of defense. Others placed more or most of their trust
in the development of international law. The rise of the global economy was par-
alleled in the second half of the nineteenth century by the rise of a new kind of
international law, founded on international treaties signed by most, if not all, of
the leading powers. The first of these was the Declaration of Paris of 1857, which
professed to outlaw privateering (though the United States refused to sign and
still claims the right to issue letters of marque). More important were the Hague
and London Conferences of 1908—1909, which set out to write international rules
to protect wartime trade, define contraband, and forbid blockade. The Declara-
tion of London proposed to establish an International Prize Court that would
have been the first international court with jurisdiction over sovereign states
(though only if both parties chose to appeal to it).

The proposed Prize Court never came to fruition, and the force of these in-
ternational agreements, like all their predecessors, rested on “customary interna-
tional law,” which essentially meant the capacity of neutrals to restrain belligerent
navies. Behind this expectation that neutral powers would have real influence
over belligerents lay a clear understanding of the complexity and vulnerability
of the web of international trade, on which all advanced economies were heavily,
and mutually, dependent. Any form of economic warfare at sea, it was presumed,
would ruin all the participants and render war impossible to sustain. In the era of
globalization, therefore, modern war would have to be short if it were to be pos-
sible at all, and the capacity to keep it going would depend largely or entirely on
neutrals’ freedom to trade. The First World War was to falsify almost all of these
expectations, in the process ruining the leading belligerents and wrecking the
world trading system. In place of free trade it brought an age of protectionism,
financial crisis, economic collapse, and another world war.

What, if any, resemblances may we find between this world and our own?
First, we must obviously increase the scale from Europe to the whole world. That
done, we may see some suggestive parallels between the postwar settlements of
1815 and of 1945. The Cold War was scarcely a “Concert of Europe,” but in both
cases the wartime allies continued to dominate the postwar world and prevent

13
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their rivalries from leading to war, except among client states on the strategic
periphery. Once again a new age of free trade and surging economic growth
lifted nations in some parts of the world from poverty into the status of advanced
economies in two generations. Once again this huge advance in world prosper-
ity depended entirely on ships trading across free and open seas. Once again it
is very widely assumed that the complexity and interdependence of the modern
world trading system makes it unthinkable that any advanced state would con-
template disrupting it by war. Today, however, the new age of free trade seems to
be threatened by financial collapse and political instability in ways reminiscent
of the 1890s. Ambitious rising powers once more press against the weaknesses of
existing empires.

A comparison of Japan then and China now suggests itself—but I have already
suggested that I think this is simplistic and dangerous. I think there may be more
to be learned by comparing modern China* with Bismarckian Germany. Both
are populous states in central positions with historic pretensions to imperial
status, and with rapidly growing economic and military strength to back them.
In both cases dazzling economic growth tends to conceal the extent to which the
economies remain backward and dependent on foreign technology and finance.
In both cases political unity and constitutional structures remain fragile, and for-
eign policy is marked by aggressive insecurity. Growing prosperity and power will
no doubt continue to reconcile many tensions, but the Chinese regime would be
vulnerable to any serious economic or political check. This is an uncomfortable
reflection, for this is the classic situation in which unstable dictatorships attempt
to rebuild crumbling support at home by reckless adventures abroad. The world
has a heavy investment in China’s economic growth and political unity. A China
growing smoothly to become a prosperous and advanced economy with a large
stake in world security and peace and a huge market open to trade would be very
much in the interest of all. A nuclear-armed China sliding backward into poverty
and instability presents incalculable risks. A large sector of public opinion in the
United States regards China’s strength as a threat, but it is China’s weakness that
ought to worry us.

So ought the fragility of the world economic system. Piracy and protection-
ism, to name only the two most obvious dangers, are capable of inflicting grave
damage on world prosperity. The Somalis have shown how easy and profitable
is piracy for ransom, in the tradition of the North African regencies, and there
is plenty of scope for others to imitate them. Protectionism in the wake of a
world financial crisis did much to bring on the Second World War, and there are

populist politicians, in the United States and elsewhere, willing to try again. A

* Some elements of this comparison can also be applied on a smaller scale to Iran.
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regional war, in, say, the Middle East, could have destructive effects on essential
international trades, notably in oil. In these and other aspects the machinery of
international free trade is delicate and easily deranged. Precedent suggests that
international law, naval power, and the enlightened self-interest of trading na-
tions are relatively feeble defenses. I do not want to predict that another major
war is coming soon, but it is certainly not impossible, and if there is any truth in
my comparison with the late nineteenth century, the analogy is not encouraging.
Navies have unequaled flexibility as instruments of deterrence and diplomacy,
and in the present state of the world it seems to me that their most urgent task
is to win the peace.

N. A. M. RODGER

Dr. Rodger, a leading British naval historian and Fellow of the British Academy, is
a Senior Research Fellow of All Souls College, Oxford. His recent books include The
Command of the Ocean: A Naval History of Britain, 1649-1815 (2004) and The
Safeguard of the Sea: A Naval History of Britain, 1660-1649 (1997).
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Rear Admiral Christenson became the fifty-third Presi-
dent of the U.S. Naval War College on 30 March 2011.
The fourth of six sons of a Navy Skyraider pilot and a
Navy nurse, he graduated from the U.S. Naval Acad-
emy in 1981.

At sea, he commanded USS McClusky (FFG 41), De-
stroyer Squadron 21 in USS John C. Stennis (CVN 74),
Carrier Strike Group 12, and the USS Enterprise (CVN
65) Strike Group. He most recently served as President,
Board of Inspection and Survey. He also served as the
antisubmarine warfare officer and main propulsion
assistant aboard USS Cook (FF 1083); as aide to Com-
mander, Cruiser Destroyer Group 1 in USS Long Beach
(CGN 9); as weapons officer aboard USS Downes (FF
1070); as Destroyer Squadron 21 combat systems officer,
in USS Nimitz (CVN 68); and as executive officer of
USS Harry W. Hill (DD 986). He deployed eight times
on seven ships, twice in command of McClusky.

Ashore, he commanded the Surface Warfare Officers
School in Newport, and as a new flag officer he served
as Commander, Naval Mine and Anti-submarine
Warfare Command, Corpus Christi, Texas. He also
served at the U.S. Naval Academy as a company of-
ficer, celestial navigation instructor, assistant varsity
soccer coach, and member of the admissions board;
at Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, in the Strategic
Initiatives Group; and on the Joint Staff, in 5 (Strate-
gic Plans and Policy) and as executive assistant to the
assistant chairman.

Hegraduatedwithdistinction andfirstin hisclass from
the Naval War College, earning his master’s degree in
national security and strategic studies. He was also a
Navy Federal Executive Fellow at the Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy.

Rear Admiral Christenson has been awarded the De-
fense Superior Service Medal, the Legion of Merit (five
awards), the Meritorious Service Medal (two awards),
the Navy Commendation Medal (five awards), and
the Navy Achievement Medal.



Professional Competence—What They Admire Most

MEDAL OF HONOR award recipient Vice Admiral James Bond Stock-
dale was the fortieth President of the Naval War College. I recently

had the great honor of delivering the sixteenth annual Stockdale Lecture at the
University of San Diego, with Mrs. Sybil Stockdale in the audience. I learned
afterward in feedback about the lecture that during the “Q&A” I had provided
a most unexpected answer to a midshipman’s question concerning leadership.

Over the course of my seven commands I have always loved the opportunity
to meet with the men and women under my command. One of my favorite
questions has always been, “Who is the sailor [“sailor” being defined as every-
one from recruit to admiral] you served with at sea that you admired the most,
and what were the qualities that made you select that person?” The question to
me that evening in San Diego was, “What trait should be focused on to ensure
future success?” Upon hearing the question my mind immediately accessed the
thousands of actual answers I had heard to my own question, and the answer was
obvious and overwhelming. Despite the fact that the theme of the lecture would
presumably point me to answer “ethical leadership,” I replied with the truth as I
see it—which is professional competence, meaning, usually and specifically, “they
knew how to fight the ship.”

Upon reflection, however, I would argue that a sailor who fails to demonstrate
ethical leadership is immediately passed over in any consideration of a list of
“best leaders.” Ethical leadership is necessary even to enter the arena of leadership
worth remembering. Also, it is important that the definition of “sailor” include
everyone from recruit to admiral. In fact, the first couple of hundred times I
asked the question I actually said, “ . . the officer you served with at sea that you

admired most . . .,” until a sharp Army student at Newport’s Senior Enlisted
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Academy asked me why my question was limited to officers. Touché! I changed
the question, and from then on the answers always included admiration across
all ranks of service.

Similarly, it would be a mistake to presume that professional competence is
limited to knowing how to “fight the ship.” This naval war college was founded by
Admiral Stephen B. Luce in no small part because what is meant by professional
competence for naval officers continues to change over their years of service.
Knowing how to fight a ship, a fleet, a navy, a nation, a coalition—these things
sailors must know if they are to serve their nation well until their last days in
uniform. Our Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Jonathan W. Greenert, knows
it, and his tenets “Warfighting First,” “Operate Forward,” and “Be Ready” reflect
this spirit and make clear the order of priority.

This past August, the Naval War College hosted a remarkable event. In con-
junction with the Navy’s Fleet Synchronization Conference (which is hosted by
Fleet Forces Command and normally takes place in Washington), the CNO re-
quested that the Naval War College conduct a “Required Operational Capability”
session, or “ROC drill.” ROC drills are commonly used by the Army as a kind of
mini-rehearsal of a prospective operation, using markers on a map to represent
units. These markers are moved around in accordance with the plan so that
commanders and their staffs can more easily visualize the physical and temporal
relationships among the units as the operation progresses, helping them to spot
potential conflicts and problems beforehand. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, an Army officer, has taken to using this technique on a grand scale to
achieve coordinated thinking among the services and the combatant command-
ers. Admiral Greenert had participated in these joint ROC drills in the past and
decided the technique would be useful within the Navy, so he tasked the College,
with leadership by Fleet Forces Command, to set one up.

The War Gaming Department turned to and produced an amazing map of the
world on a canvas twenty-four feet by forty-four feet, with 670 scaled ship models
and markers representing all current forces and those expected to be available
several years hence. The war gamers did extensive research into projected readi-
ness levels and positioning of all the Navy’s forces and produced a lay-down on
the map that the admirals (virtually all three- and four-star officers) could use to
visualize operations and discuss how they would conduct them and support each
other in both steady-state situations and contingencies. The event was very well
received by the CNO and fleet commanders, and we expect that ROC drills will
become a routine occurrence.

Quite apart from their immediate practical utility, these events represent the
rebuilding of an institutional relationship that served the Navy so well in the

years between the two world wars. In that era, games and studies at the College
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were reported to the Navy Staff and the General Board, and in a number of dif-
ferent ways these results were incorporated into fleet experimentation. Feedback
from the fleet would influence the direction of subsequent studies at the College.
This triad—College, Navy Staff, fleet—was highly effective in preparing the Navy
for the war to come. After the war, in part due to the emergence of highly techni-
cal and semiautonomous warfare communities, the triad gradually broke apart.
The introduction of the ROC drill may serve to revive this mutually reinforcing
relationship, a prospect that promises to enhance Navy effectiveness and effi-
ciency as well as facilitate the process of innovation.

In many ways the Naval War College is experiencing a renaissance in terms
of its influence on Navy thought. The founding of the College of Operational
and Strategic Leadership, the creation of a true command and staff course, the
Maritime Advanced Warfighting School, the revival of the Global War Game, and
a host of other initiatives—now including the ROC drills—signal a bright future

for the College and its contribution to the Navy and the nation.

JOHN N. CHRISTENSON

Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy
President, Naval War College
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William Manthorpe served for twenty-four years as
a naval intelligence officer. During the Cuban mis-
sile crisis he was an intelligence briefer to the Chief of
Naval Operations, the Secretary of Defense, and other
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he served for sixteen years as a Senior Executive in
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Setting the Historical Record Straight

Captain William H. ]. Manthorpe, Jr., U.S. Navy (Retired)

he Cuban missile crisis was a defining moment in the career of the Chief of

Naval Operations (CNO) at the time, Admiral George W. Anderson, Jr. His
leadership of the Navy during the crisis has become the most prominent role ac-
corded to him in history. Yet his relationship during the crisis with the Secretary
of Defense, Robert S. McNamara, has been cited as the factor that brought to a
premature end his tour as CNO and his naval career. Among the events that af-
fected the admiral’s relationship with the secretary during the crisis were those
that took place on 23-24 October 1962 in CNO’s Intelligence Plot (IP)—part
of the Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI), located adjacent to but separate from
CNO’s operational Flag Plot and charged with providing all-source intelligence
to the CNO, cleared Navy staff, and others.

Unfortunately, much of what has been written about what went on in CNO IP
during those two critical days is inaccurate in two significant aspects—first, what
occurred between the admiral and the secretary during the evening of the 23rd;
and second, what transpired between the IP staff and the secretary overnight and
during the morning of the 24th.

With regard to the evening of the 23rd, the earliest book on the Cuban mis-
sile crisis, Elie Abel’s The Missile Crisis, described an event that, in the context of
his narrative, took place on 24 October.' That event had two parts. One involved
Admiral Anderson taking the secretary aside and explaining why a destroyer was
out of position. The second part involved a description of the secretary aggres-
sively questioning the admiral about how the quarantine would be conducted
and the admiral responding defensively and heatedly. The date of 24 October
and the details of that event were repeated shortly thereafter by Graham Allison
in his Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis, long considered the

definitive book on the subject.” In interviews with both authors and again in his
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oral history collected by the John E Kennedy Presidential Library, the admiral
acknowledged the first part of the story. But he said that his recollection of the
words and actions attributed to him when questioned by the secretary about
the quarantine operations were not as portrayed in the accounts.’ Both authors
noted the admiral’s denial but used the story, as told by Abel on the basis of un-
identified sources, in their books."

Thus the date of 24 October and the story of that event have been included,
in some form, in almost all histories of the Cuban missile crisis. Indeed, despite
subsequent interviews with both principals, they have even appeared in the of-
ficial history of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, in a history of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS), in the authorized biography of Admiral Anderson, and on
the website entry recording his burial at Arlington National Cemetery.” It is only
recently that published research has shown that the event actually occurred on
23 October, not the 24th.°

With respect to what occurred on the morning of the 24th, Robert Kennedy,
in his Thirteen Days, described how the president and his advisers gathered in
the White House, tensely awaiting the arrival of the first Soviet ships at the quar-
antine line and worrying about how the presence of a Soviet submarine would
affect events as the quarantine was enforced. The book recounts how, at the last
minute, ONI informed the president and the group that the Soviet ships had
turned back. That brought the reputed exclamation by Secretary of State Dean
Rusk, “We’re eyeball to eyeball and I think the other fellow just blinked.”” As a
result of that story a number of historical accounts have suggested that IP, on be-
half of Admiral Anderson and the Navy, did not adequately inform the secretary
and president of the activities of the Soviet ships that had been approaching the
quarantine line." Those accounts are based on clearly secondhand information
by representatives of other intelligence agencies, individuals who had no direct
knowledge of what occurred in IP.”

Thus it seems appropriate to set the record straight, on the basis of firsthand
recollections (as complete and accurate as fifty-year-old memories will allow) of
those who were actually in CNO IP with the admiral on those days and on official

. . 10
documentation prepared when memories were fresh.

22 OCTOBER: THE FUSE OF CRISIS IS IGNITED

Monday, 22 October, was a day of final diplomatic, policy, and operational prepa-
rations before the president’s evening speech announcing the establishment of
what he would call a “quarantine” of Cuba. But for IP it was most significant as
the day when the submarine presence in the area of the Navy’s deploying quaran-
tine forces became apparent. The first report was of a visual sighting of a Soviet

Zulu-class (NATO designation) long-range, diesel-powered attack submarine
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refueling from a naval support tanker, Terek. That submarine had been operat-
ing off the mid-Atlantic coast and was preparing to return to home waters. The
Navy’s underwater Sound Surveillance System (SOSUS) then gained contact on
another submarine, which when sighted by a patrol aircraft was identified as a
Foxtrot-class (NATO designation) diesel-powered attack submarine."

On the basis of those operationally derived reports,

CNO immediately alerted his Fleet Commanders to the possibility of submarine at-
tack with: “I cannot emphasize too strongly how smart we must be to keep our heavy
ships, particularly carriers, from being hit by surprise attack from Soviet submarines.
Use all available intelligence, deceptive tactics, and evasion during forthcoming days.
Good luck”"?

At 7 PM that evening, President John F. Kennedy told the nation that “unmistak-
able evidence has established the fact that a series of offensive missile sites is now
in preparation” in Cuba. Therefore, he announced, “to halt this offensive buildup,
a strict quarantine on all offensive military equipment under shipment to Cuba
is being initiated. All ships of any kind bound for Cuba from whatever nation or
port will, if found to contain cargoes of offensive weapons, be turned back.”"

Immediately after that speech and for the rest of the night, IP became a hotbed
of briefing activity. Soon after the broadcast, a call came from the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency watch in the Joint Chiefs of Staff situation room that Secretary
McNamara was en route to IP with the CNO, the Secretary of the Navy, and
others for a briefing on the submarine and merchant ship situation. The party
was duly briefed on the merchant-shipping activity, as shown on the IP plotting
boards. The submarine intelligence briefer, Lieutenant Commander John R.
“Jack” Prisley, then briefed the secretary personally on the submarine situation,
kneeling next to his chair and using a special handheld folding plotting board.
That evening briefing established what was expected to be the regular schedule of
formal IP briefings for the secretary: they were to occur each morning at about
9 AM, before he went to the White House, and at about 10 pM, before he retired
to his office for the night. Following the briefing, Secretary McNamara visited
the office of the CNO for discussions of the quarantine and the establishment of
surveillance."*

23 OCTOBER: A DAY OF TENSE WAITING

At about 3 AM on Tuesday morning, 23 October, when all seemed quiet, the door
to IP opened and in strode Secretary McNamara and a couple of his assistants.
He did a quick tour and then dropped himself into a chair in front of the plot-
ting board, on which was displayed an ocean chart and a map of Cuba. After
staring at the plot for a few minutes he began to question the ONI duty officer,

23
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Commander Robert E. “Bob” Bublitz. The secretary’s principal concern seemed
to be the Cuban navy’s eight Soviet-supplied Komar (NATO designation) guided-
missile boats. As part of his regularly assigned duties, Commander Bublitz had
been responsible for the collection of intelligence on those boats, and he was able
to respond fully and accurately to the secretary’s questions. Seemingly dissatisfied
that the duty officer was so sure of himself, the secretary harrumphed, got out of
his chair, and left the plot without another word."

As the morning of the 23rd progressed, the atmosphere became tense as the
Navy and IP waited to see what the Soviets would do in response to the presi-
dent’s announcement. Would the Soviet merchant ships maintain their courses
and speeds toward Cuba? How would they act as they approached the quarantine
line? How would they react when challenged? How would the Soviet submarines
now known to be taking up positions near the quarantine line act to support the
merchant ships or respond when prosecuted by our operating forces?

At about 9:45, with Lieutenant Thomas Rodgers on hand as the principal
briefer and Lieutenant Commander Prisley as the submarine briefer, the secre-
tary was apprised of the merchant-ship and submarine situations. The Flag Plot
operations briefers covered the plans for Navy low-level overflights of Cuba.
McNamara then went directly to the White House to meet with the president
and his advisers."’

Meanwhile, reports had been arriving indicating that in the early morn-
ing hours of the 23rd, Moscow time, a message of very urgent precedence had
been sent to a number of Soviet merchant ships. Also, the Soviet intelligence-
collection trawler Skhval, operating in the Atlantic, had received and relayed a flash-
precedence message. But the reports of those unusual communications offered no
insights into their purposes, because in those days the National Security Agency
(NSA) produced only “information, not intelligence.”"’

Apparently as a result of those urgent messages, the ships began relaying ur-
gent messages to others, and from others to Moscow, and reporting their own
positions. Thus throughout 23 October, intelligence reporting provided the lat-
est direction-finder (DF) positions of many ships, as well as their last reported
true positions and previous DF positions.'® That information was plotted in IP
and then “dead-reckoned” ahead to project estimated dates and times of arrival
at the quarantine line. At that time, while the purpose of the unusual and urgent
Soviet communication activity was unknown, it was assumed that it was related
to instructions for the ships as to how they should approach the quarantine line
and respond to U.S. intercept attempts.

Thus, during the National Security Council (NSC) meeting on that evening,

the President instructed McNamara to review all details of instructions to the Fleet

Commanders regarding procedures to be followed in the blockade. There was
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extended discussion of actions to be taken under various assumed Soviet resistance
activities such as (a) failing to stop, (b) refusing to be boarded, (c) ships turning

. o 19
around, heading in another direction, etc.

Secretary McNamara then held a press conference in which he announced that
an effective quarantine would be established at 10 AM Eastern Daylight Time on
the 24th. He also announced that

the Joint Chiefs of Staff have designated Admiral George Anderson, Chief of Naval
operations, as their Executive Agent for the operation of the quarantine and the quar-
antine forces. In turn, Admiral [Robert] Dennison, Commander in Chief, Atlantic is
the responsible Unified Commander. And operating under him in direct charge of
the quarantine force will be Vice Admiral Alfred Ward, Commander of the Second
Fleet.”

THE EVENING OF 23 OCTOBER: TENSION ERUPTS

Following that press conference, as the CNO Report briefly notes, “at 2045 [8:45
PM], Secretary McNamara had requested information concerning the first ships
which would be intercepted, and Admiral Anderson consulted with Admiral
Dennison on the matter.” That entry indicates that Secretary McNamara was
interested in how the operations of the quarantine would be implemented, but
its unusual brevity suggests that the details of how he expressed that interest
and what went on after he did so would be inappropriate for an official report.
Although, accordingly, what actually happened that night in Flag Plot and IP
between Secretary McNamara and Admiral Anderson was not officially recorded,
an account of what supposedly happened was provided by Abel and has long
been included in almost every story of the Cuban missile crisis since. But it has
always been said to have occurred on the 24th, not the 23rd, when at least some
of what Abel and others have described actually happened.

Admiral Anderson later said that the event was “not even of sufficient impor-
tance for me to write down in my diary”*' But others did the job for him. The
best items of evidence that the event did not take place on 24 October but rather
on the 23rd are, first, the brief, circumspect entry in the CNO Report for the
23rd indicating that a McNamara-Anderson meeting did occur; and second, the
CNO’s Office Log for the 24th, which reports that by the time of the secretary’s
arrival in Flag Plot that evening the admiral had already departed for home and
that Admiral Claude V. Ricketts, the Vice Chief of Naval Operations, was the duty
CNO. Thus, no McNamara-Anderson meeting could have occurred that night.*

Additionally, though they date the event to the 24th, all the published accounts
provide good internal evidence that the event actually occurred on the evening of
the 23rd. The Abel story says, “McNamara asked about the first interception: ex-
actly what would the Navy do?” The History of the Office of the Secretary of Defense
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relates, “According to McNamara’s account, when the CNO informed him that a
Soviet vessel would reach the quarantine line the following day, McNamara asked
what he would do when it got there.” Since the quarantine was to be implemented
on the morning of the 24th, questions about the “the [upcoming, in context] first
interception” and “what he would do” when a Soviet ship reached the quarantine
line the “following day” all must have been asked on the evening of the 23rd.

They would not have been asked on the night of the 24th, by when it was clear

that the Soviet ships would not be

The belief of historians that there was a “fail-
ure of intelligence cooperation” and their per-
plexity as to why ONI held up information

critical to the president’s decisions appear to be
unfounded.

penetrating the quarantine line.
There is no doubt that on the

evening of the 23rd McNamara

and Anderson had a meeting, one

that Anderson termed an “inci-

dent” and Defense Department
historians have called a “confrontation.” That event did include Anderson taking
the secretary aside to explain a submarine contact, and it also included a conten-
tious discussion of quarantine operations. But it occurred quite differently than
Abel’s unnamed sources and the elaborations of others have reported. Certainly,
as Abel originally said, “Witnesses only disagree.”

That evening, at the time of his regular evening brief, the secretary went to
Flag Plot first, where he apparently began questioning whether a destroyer was
out of place.” The admiral, not wanting to discuss that matter with the secretary
in the crowded Flag Plot, took him into IP, accompanied by Deputy Secretary of
Defense Roswell Gilpatric, Secretary of the Navy Fred Korth, and their respective
military executive assistants. It is possible that the Under Secretary of Defense for
Public Affairs, Arthur Sylvester, followed that group in. McNamara and Anderson
sat in chairs at a small table in front of the sliding display boards, with others
standing behind or to the sides.

As usual, Prisley knelt next to McNamara with his plotting folder to give his
submarine intelligence presentation, explaining also why the destroyer was out of
the line. When Prisley had finished but was still kneeling beside him, McNamara
took out his thin Eversharp pencil and used it as a pointer to tell Admiral Ander-
son to move certain destroyers to certain positions and to move aircraft surveil-
lance to a certain area. The CNO tried three times to tell the secretary that Admi-
ral Dennison, to whom he had given operational control, was experienced and
capable, needing only to be told what the secretary wanted to accomplish—he
would move the forces as necessary. Twice the admiral asked the secretary what it
was he wanted to accomplish by those moves, so he could tell Admiral Dennison.
Finally McNamara asked the CNO whether he knew what an order was, and the

admiral replied, “Yes, sir”; McNamara repeated his directions, saying, “This is
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an order,” and walked out. The CNO then took Prisley, along with his plotting
folder, next door to Flag Plot to use the secure phone to give Admiral Dennison
the secretary’s orders.”

As a result of that telephone call, the CNO Report states,

they [Anderson and Dennison] decided that they should go after the Soviet vessels
Kimovsk and Gagarin, effecting contact at about the same time on the 24th. The
approximate locations of both ships were known by direction finder fixes and they
felt search aircraft would have a good chance of spotting them. The [antisubmarine

aircraft carrier] Essex group would be used to intercept them.

Another approaching ship, Poltava, was to be assigned for interdiction to [the heavy
cruisers] Newport News, Canberra, and four destroyers. It was believed that the inter-

cept would be made late on the 24th.

In a memorandum relating these plans, Admiral Anderson said that there was a haz-
ard of possible submarines in interdicting the first two ships, but pointed out that the

interception would be made by a Hunter/Killer Group.

In that memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, Admiral Anderson also made
an attempt to avoid another operational decision-making session with the sec-
retary, by stating, “From now on, I do not intend to interfere with Dennison or
either of the admirals on scene unless we get some additional intelligence, which
we are hoping for.”*’

The realization that this event occurred on 23 October makes it easier to
understand how it developed as it did. The secretary’s support of the blockade
had probably been the deciding vote in the president’s decision to establish a
quarantine.” Just hours before he had been told by the president to “review all . . .
instructions to the Fleet Commanders.” Thus, he was asking detailed questions
and giving detailed orders because of what he viewed as his personal responsibil-
ity to ensure the success of the quarantine operation. The admiral, for his part,
likely considered that, the president having reviewed the Navy’s plans for the
quarantine on the 21st, the authority and responsibility for conducting the quar-
antine had been delegated to him and the Navy. The president had said, “Well,
Admiral, it looks as though this is up to the Navy.” Anderson must have felt that
his reputation was linked to the success of the operation, having replied to the
president, “The Navy will not let you down.””” Furthermore, he and the secretary
had again discussed the plans on the evening of the 22nd.* Finally, it must have
seemed to the admiral that authority and responsibility for execution of the quar-
antine had just been publicly delegated to him and the Navy by the secretary’s

just-concluded press conference.
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In light of those differing beliefs about the operational chain of command
and the fact that both men felt personally responsible for ensuring a favorable
outcome to the operation, it is easy to understand how any discussion could
have become contentious.” Both were tense and tired, awaiting a confronta-
tion between a Soviet merchant ship and an American warship in just twelve
hours—a confrontation that, given the presence of Soviet submarines, could
spark an exchange of weapons leading to war. In such an event, the two men had
different ultimate goals: the secretary wanted to ensure that when an intercep-
tion occurred, armed confrontation was avoided, whereas the admiral wanted to
be sure that if one occurred, the forces were adequately deployed and ready to
handle it. Thus the secretary would have been angered by what he considered the
admiral’s evasive, unsatisfactory, and, some say, belligerent answers as he tried
to carry out the president’s directive to “review all . . . instructions to the Fleet
Commanders” and to ensure caution. On the other hand, the admiral would have
been angered at the secretary’s apparent attempt to revise deployment plans and
exercise operational control from Washington just twelve hours before the arrival
of the merchant ships at the quarantine line and possible armed encounters with
submarines. Understandably, tempers flared on both sides.

Admiral Anderson may have suspected that details of the meeting would
become the stuff of leaks, rumors, and gossip. IP was immediately instructed
by the CNO’s executive assistant, Captain Isaac C. “Tke” Kidd, Jr., to make sure
that no one except the secretary, deputy secretary, CNO, and senior flag officers
from CNO’s office were given admittance in the future. The CNO’s Office Log for
25 October shows that Rear Admiral John McCain, Jr., then the Navy Chief of
Information, discussed with Captain Kidd plans for Under Secretary Sylvester to
have coffee with CNO and be briefed in Flag Plot. Captain Kidd said, “Flag Plot
ok, but not IP”

THE NIGHT OF 23-24 OCTOBER: WHAT DID THEY KNOW, AND
WHEN DID THEY KNOW IT?

Because of the purposeful arrival in IP of the admiral bringing the secretary from
Flag Plot to explain the position of the destroyer, followed by the secretary’s rapid
departure, the usual evening intelligence brief covering the positions and move-
ments of the approaching Soviet merchant ships was not given. Unfortunately,
there are no notes of what that brief would have included.” But at about the
scheduled time of that briefing, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) summa-
rized the merchant-shipping situation: “Of the nine ships involved in the ‘very
urgent’ encrypted communications yesterday two have already arrived in Cuban
ports. We have not noted any unusual activity on the part of the seven other ships
involved in these communications that would reflect any instructions they may
have received.””'
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According to CIA, the latest “known position” for Kimovsk was roughly three
hundred nautical miles (nm) east of the planned quarantine line, as of 3 AM
Washington time. For Poltava the latest “known position” had been obtained
at 11 AM Washington time, roughly eight hundred nautical miles northeast of
the quarantine line. These reported known positions were based on the ships’
required daily position reports, rather than DF. Thus the most reliable positions
at the time of the evening briefing were eighteen and ten hours old, respectively.
Using those positions, a dead-reckoning (DR) plot in IP would have shown

that Kimovsk would arrive at the

Finally McNamara asked the CNO whether he quarantine line by about 1000 (or

knew what an order was, and the admiral re-
plied, “Yes, sir”; McNamara repeated his direc-
tions, saying, “This is an order,” and walked out.

10 AM) on the 24th, as expected.
But a DR plot would have shown
that Poltava could not arrive at

the quarantine line as had been
expected—indeed, not until sometime on the 26th. There was no “known posi-
tion” available for Gagarin, the third ship of primary interest.

In addition to those known positions, however, a DF position had been ob-
tained on Kimovsk at 4:23 PM Washington time showing it still about three hun-
dred miles from the quarantine line, or just about where it had been sixteen hours
earlier.”” Clearly the ship had slowed or stopped for most of the day. But since
the position had been derived from DF, the true position, course, and speed of
Kimovsk could not be determined. Dead-reckoning Kimovsk westward at ten
knots from that position would have made it clear that the ship could not arrive
at the quarantine line by 1000 on the 24th, at that speed. However, if Kimovsk
increased speed westward after reaching that position it could arrive sometime
later in the day. Thus, on the evening of the 23rd the secretary would have been
briefed (by the author, who was the briefer that evening) that Kimovsk had slowed
or could have stopped during the day; that because information on the ship’s
course and speed was not available, it could not be determined whether, where,
or when the ship would arrive at the quarantine line; but that arrival sometime
on the 24th could not be ruled out. The secretary would have been told also that
Poltava had also stopped and could not arrive until the 26th, and that there was
no position available for Gagarin.

But the secretary did not take that brief. The author completed his twelve-
hour shift as briefer and retired, leaving his notes for the overnight crew.

On this the critical night before the quarantine was to be initiated, IP was
fully manned with highly qualified hands. In addition to the IP watch officer and
the ONI duty officer, Commander Howard W. “Howdy” Holschuh would have
been present. Early in the crisis he had been relieved of all his regular duties in
ONI and assigned to IP on a twenty-four-hour basis as the officer responsible for

plotting and analyzing merchant-shipping intelligence and briefing members of
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the CNO’s staff on it. His efforts provided the basis for the merchant-shipping
portions of the regular briefings to the CNO and secretary. Furthermore, Cap-
tain Maurice H. “Mike” Rindskopf, the Assistant Director of Naval Intelligence
(DNI) for Production, was also present that night. Early in the crisis he had been
assigned to represent the DNI in overseeing ONT’s activities related to the missile
crisis. Finally, IP would have been in close touch via secure phone with the Naval
Field Operational Intelligence Office (NFOIO) colocated with NSA in order to
receive speedy analysis of the Naval Security Group (NSG) reporting.

The official NSA history states, “Late the same day NSG direction finding in-
dicated that some of the Soviet merchant vessels heading for Cuba had stopped
dead in the water, while others appeared to be turning around. At this point, the
Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI) felt that this information had to be verified be-
fore it was reported.””’ On the basis of the NSA account, it would appear that dur-
ing the night of 23-24 October, aside from Kimovsk, NSG reported DF positions
on additional ships that showed them near their previous known positions.™

Then, the NSA history continues, citing the account of Dino Brugioni, “John
McCone [the Director of Central Intelligence] was awakened in the middle of the
night and informed that the Navy had unconfirmed information [presumably
that the ships had slowed or halted], but this was not passed to the White House
or the secretary of defense until noon [actually, as we will see, it was passed ear-
lier, certainly by 1030] of the following day, once ONI had ‘confirmed’ the infor-
mation. When he found out, McNamara was furious, and he subjected Admiral
Anderson, the Chief of Naval Operations, to an abusive tirade.” The NSA account
concludes that “so many years have passed that it is impossible to determine why
the Navy held up information that seemed critical to the president’s decisions.”

That brief account does not fully or accurately describe the activities of the
night and has led at least one historian of the crisis to conclude that it “illumi-
nates a failure of intelligence cooperation” and negligence on the part of ONI.*

In his fuller account, Brugioni states, “The CIA Watch Officer, Harry Eisen-
biess, checked with the Office of Naval Intelligence. They were also in receipt
of the NSA information but could not confirm change of course. On-the-spot
visual verification would have to wait until morning. The Navy thought it might
be a Soviet ploy.”* To check with ONI, the CIA watch officer would have com-
municated with IP, where the new positions already would have been plotted by
the watch officer, analyzed by the duty officer and Commander Holschuh, and
discussed with NFOIO.” That night, while of course interested in all the ships, IP
was mostly focused on supporting the CNO, Flag Plot, and the quarantine forces
with information on those of immediate high interest—Kimovsk, Poltava, and
Gagarin. The rationale for waiting for visual confirmation would likely have been

that it was already known that Kimovsk would not be arriving at the quarantine
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line on time and that Poltava had stopped and would not be arriving on the 24th
at all. Gagarin was unlocated but like the other ships was farther east and not
expected at the quarantine line the next morning. Visual surveillance of them all
by quarantine force aircraft at first light would leave plenty of time to confirm
their courses, speeds, and expected times and places of arrival at the quarantine
line and then for the on-scene commander to position forces for intercept. Thus,
for the IP watch, there was no need to alert decision makers in the middle of the
night to give them inconclusive information when good information for decision
making by the on-scene commander and Washington was not yet available but
could come early in the morning.

Despite the ONI view, according to Brugioni,

Eisenbiess was convinced of the validity of the NSA information and in the wee hours
of the morning of 24 October went to McCone’s home. McConel,] aroused from a
sound sleep, was told that at least five of the Soviet ships had changed course and
were headed back to Russia but that the Navy could not verify the NSA information.

McCone said he would convey the information to the White House immediately.38

Given McCone’s statement, he must have intended to call the White House him-
self or to have a senior agency official check with the CIA watch and then inform
the White House Situation Room. That would have been required, because dur-

ing the early days of the Cuban missile crisis

the Situation Room began taking a more active hand in crisis alerting and in keep-
ing the president informed. It was basically an arm of the CIA, however. All SIGINT
[signals intelligence] products of interest to the president and the National Security
Council staff passed through CIA, which forwarded key items after it had taken off
the NSA header. . .. [BJut NSA was not directly involved.”

McCone was not the only decision maker awake that night. As he had done the
night before, Secretary McNamara came to IP about 3 AM. There is no full record
of what ensued, but one of the officers present would have given him a briefing,
using the notes prepared for the earlier, aborted brief. Thus the secretary would
have certainly been told now what he could have learned at 9 PM—that Kimovsk
had slowed or stopped during the day but that lack of information on the ship’s
course and speed made any estimate of its arrival at the quarantine line on the
24th inconclusive, though arrival on that day could not be ruled out; that Poltava
had also stopped and could not arrive until the 26th; and that no position was
available for Gagarin. Other DF positions on additional ships having apparently
been obtained, they would also have been reported. Given that all these reports
were based on DF positions, which can indicate general location but not course
or speed, it is unlikely that without further confirmation a naval intelligence

briefer would conclude that the ships had reversed course.
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But because of the secretary’s keen interest in the operational aspects of the
quarantine he would have asked questions, so that the possibility of a standstill or
turnaround must have been discussed. As a senior officer with considerable plan-
ning and operational experience, Rindskopf would have assured the secretary
that aerial surveillance from Essex was expected to provide firm visual updates on
most of the ships at first light. If the ships had turned, that could be confirmed
well in advance of their expected arrivals at the quarantine line. If the secretary
went next door to Flag Plot and expressed concern, he would have received a
similar assurance there. But while those assurances may have been given, Rinds-
kopf has repeatedly recalled, “I found myself . .. reporting to SECDEF [Secretary
of Defense] McNamara . .. at 0300 [3 AM] . .. that the Soviet ships carrying mis-
siles to . .. Cuba and the accompanying F-class submarines had actually reversed
course”*’ That would have been his personal “estimate” of the situation, and it is

unknown to what extent the secretary accepted it.

MORNING, 24 OCTOBER: THE DAY OF RECKONING

That morning the CNO Report indicates that at “about 0900, SECDEF received a
standard merchant ship briefing.” Deputy Secretary Gilpatric also attended that
briefing, and his handwritten notes show that the intelligence that the secretary
could have gotten on the evening of the 23rd and presumably did get in the
early morning hours of the 24th had not changed.* With regard to Kimovsk, the
secretary was told of the DF position late on the 23rd and that the ship had not
been sighted. Given the anxiety that all must have felt as the time for implemen-
tation of the quarantine approached, the unexpectedly inconclusive position of
Kimovsk and the lack of a sighting report from the quarantine force must have
elicited some comment from the briefer, question from the secretary, or perhaps a
remark by Vice Admiral Charles D. Griffin, the Deputy CNO for Operations and
CNO representative that morning, about the uncertainty and probable delay of
the arrival time of the ship at the quarantine line. Nevertheless, for some reason
Gilpatric noted that the ship was “due 10:30 AM inside the barrier.” Gagarin had
not been sighted but was assumed to be behind Kimovsk. Apparently, a DF posi-
tion had been obtained on Polfava that placed it within eighty miles of its last
known position and 850 miles from the quarantine line; thus the deputy secre-
tary noted that its arrival time was estimated to be 4 AM on the 27th. The notes
also show that the secretary was informed that there was one submarine in the
vicinity of the barrier.

Thus, on the basis of what transpired during the night of 23-24 October in
CNO IP, the belief of historians that there was a “failure of intelligence coopera-
tion” and their perplexity as to why ONI held up information critical to the presi-
dent’s decisions appear to be unfounded. CIA and IP cooperated on the analysis
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of the incoming DF messages during the night. While ONI originally did not
intend to wake the CNO and secretary to report a possible turnaround based on
inconclusive and unconfirmed DF reports, once the secretary appeared in IP the
senior person present who agreed with the CIA view told him of the possibility.
Thus, two key decision makers—McCone and McNamara—had been informed
in some manner and to some degree of a changing situation with respect to the
merchant ships. CIA may have passed its views to the White House Situation
Room. Regardless of all that, it is unclear what the president’s decision could have
been until definitive information was received from the quarantine forces about
the positions and activities of the Soviet ships.

The CNO Report indicates, “At the same time [probably as the briefing was
going on, i.e., about 9:30], Flag Plot [actually, IP] received the first directional fix
report that some Soviet ships bound for Cuba had reversed course. This informa-
tion was inconclusive and Mr. McNamara was not informed.”

Since DF reports had been coming in all night, this was likely the first report
confirming that a ship had actually turned back, by providing a new DF position
well to the east of both the last known and previous DF positions, which had
been considered inconclusive. Since that information apparently was received in
IP while the briefing to the secretary was going on, the watch officer, a lieuten-
ant (junior grade), had to wait to gain access to the boards to plot the incoming
report and would have wanted a more senior officer to consider it and discuss
it with the NFOIO before informing the Secretary of Defense. The secretary
departed the briefing and went directly to the White House to await the imple-

mentation of the quarantine at 1000.

1000, 24 OCTOBER: THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE QUARANTINE
The CNO Report indicates that the CNO was meeting with the JCS as

the moment of the quarantine’s beginning arrived and passed, and matters continued
without untoward incident until . . . [Commander Task Group] 44.3 in [the attack
transport] Cambria [APA 36] reported a disappearing radar contact and that he sus-
pected he was being followed by a submarine. The information was passed immedi-
ately to CNO, who left the JCS meeting and returned to his office.

At about the same time, it became apparent from radio directional fixes that some of
the Soviet ships en route to Cuba had either slowed down or had altered or reversed
their courses. Initial indications of these facts were confirmed by separate plots
maintained in Flag Plot [IP] and in the Navy Field Operational Intelligence Section
[sic—Office, i.e., NFOIO] at Fort Meade. The duty officer set about to notify the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of the Navy, and CNO, through the Director of
Naval Intelligence, of the possibility that some of the Soviet ships were not going to

penetrate the quarantine line.
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The CNO’s Office Log also shows that

NSA [actually NFOIO, colocated with NSA] notified Flag Plot [IP] that the Russian
ships had turned back. The word was received by message and plotted. Flag Plot [IP]
notified SECDEF, JCS, and SECNAV [the Secretary of the Navy—Ilikely their offices
by telephone]. RADM Lowrance [Rear Admiral Vernon L. Lowrance, the Director of
Naval Intelligence] who was there decided to deliver the report in person to CNO and
left for the latter’s office. RADM Lowrance arrived before the CNO [who was walking
back to his office from the JCS spaces so as to be available, because of the submarine
contact report] and gave the report to VADM Griffin [the CNO representative] who
left immediately for Flag Plot [IP] with ADM Lowrance. Neither told anyone else of

the report.42

Meanwhile, the members of the NSC were gathered at the White House, await-
ing the implementation of the quarantine. According to the firsthand account of
the attorney general, Robert Kennedy:

It was now a few minutes after 10:00 o’clock. Secretary McNamara announced that
two Russian ships, Gagarin [consistently reported as unlocated, farther to the east,
and never briefed as possibly arriving by IP] and Komiiles [sic—Kimovsk] were within
a few miles of our quarantine barrier. The interception of both ships would probably
be before noon Washington time. Indeed the expectation was that one of the vessels
would be stopped and boarded between 10:30 and 11:00 o’clock.

Then came the disturbing Navy report that a Russian submarine had moved into

position between the two ships. . ..
I think these few minutes were the time of gravest concern for the President. . . .

Then it was 10:25—a messenger brought a note to John McCone. “Mr. President, we
have a preliminary report which seems to indicate that some of the Russian ships

stopped dead in the water.”

Stopped dead in the water? Which ships? Are they checking the accuracy of the re-
port? Is it true? I looked at the clock. 10:32.%7

Kennedy says that McCone stepped out of the room to get more information
and that upon returning he reported, “The report is accurate, Mr. President. Six
ships previously on their way to Cuba at the edge of the quarantine line have
stopped or have turned back toward the Soviet Union. A representative from the
Office of Naval Intelligence is on his way over with the full report.”

The representatives arriving from ONI with the information were likely to
have been Commander George Stroud, the head of IP, and Lieutenant Thomas
Rodgers, who had just completed the briefing and was the person most current

on the information.
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Despite the tension in the White House concerning the imminence of a
confrontation at the quarantine line, as described by Robert Kennedy, it does
not seem that either McCone, McNamara, or the White House Situation Room
had told the president or the assembled group about the anomalous ship posi-
tion reports received during the night, about which they all had been informed.
Although the information they had been given was not conclusive, it surely sug-
gested that the situation with regard to ships approaching the quarantine line was

at least uncertain and that their arrivals were not imminent. For his part, McNa-

mara, in his briefing, as reported
There is no doubt that on the evening of the by Kennedy, did not accurately
23rd McNamara and Anderson had a meeting, provide the information from the
one that Anderson termed an “incident” and briefing that he had just attended
Defense Department historians have called a and did not include any of the un-
“confr ontation.” certainty that had been conveyed
to him by ONI. For his part, Mc-

Cone seems to have been surprised, despite allegedly having been awakened the

night before and been informed that some ships had stopped.*

It was at this meeting that, Abel and Allison report, the Secretary of State, Dean
Rusk, said, “We’re eyeball to eyeball and I think the other fellow just blinked.”*’
That literal face-off, of course, never happened. While those in Washington were
awaiting information, out in the Atlantic, as expected by IP, the operational forces
had now visually sighted Kimovsk, Gagarin, and Poltava and determined that they
had turned back. At 0930, when it was expected to be nearing the quarantine line,
Kimovsk was already more than seven hundred miles northeast of the line, head-
ing northeastward at sixteen knots.*

Secretary McNamara was undoubtedly unhappy about not having been the
bearer of the good news to the president, since it came from Defense Department
organizations—NSA and ONI. Having just come to the White House from an IP
briefing, certainly he would have liked to have brought the available news to the
White House." But as for Brugioni’s story of McNamara subjecting Anderson to
an “abusive tirade,” there is no record or independent confirmation that it hap-
pened. Seemingly, the appropriate time for it to have happened would have been
that day. But there is no record of the two men meeting on 24 October.” If such
an incident had occurred, however, Admiral Anderson could have remarked that
the secretary had known about the turnaround before he did."

While Secretary McNamara may not have been satisfied with the performance of
IP, Admiral Anderson felt differently. The CNO’s Office Log indicates that on the
morning of 26 October “CAPT Kidd called ADM Lowrance to tell him the CNO

had taken note of the tremendous job his people were doing in coming up with
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info on merchant ships. He asked if there was an objection to kudos for the job

that particular section was doing.”
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OPNAV documentation consists of, first, The
CNO Report on the Quarantine of Cuba (an
after-action report compiled from informa-
tion in logs maintained by representatives

of Flag Plot and Intelligence Plot—hereafter
cited as CNO Report); and second, the CNO’s
Office Log (apparently maintained contem-
poraneously by a petty officer in the CNO’s
office). Both the author and Dobbs worked
with the CNO Report and the CNO Office
Log. Both of these documents are available at
the Operational Archives Branch of the Naval
History and Heritage Command, Washing-
ton, D.C. Additionally, the CNO Report is
available online at Naval History and Heritage
Command, www.history.navy.mil/. Dobbs
posted the pertinent Office Logs for the period
online at www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/nsa/cuba_
mis_cri/dobbs/oct%2024%20navy%?20logs
.pdf. Additionally, the information developed
in the preparation of the original manuscript
was compared with numerous published his-
tories of the Cuban missile crisis. A number
of differences were noted as to events in the
CNO IP during the crisis between accounts
derived from those primary sources and
those of certain published histories. Several
of the more important of those differences
are highlighted by this article.

. This was the first SOSUS detection during the

crisis. That is indicated by a 26 October Com-
mander in Chief, Atlantic message reporting
the “Current ASW Status” and listing SOSUS
contacts and visual confirmations on Soviet
submarines since 22 October, suggesting that
the 22nd was the date of the original contact.
A Commander Oceans System Atlantic
(COS) message of 27 October provided an
“Appreciation of SOSUS Activity in Western
Atlantic from 230001Z to 273100Z [sic,
271300Z]” that again suggests that SOSUS
contacts began on 22 October. For copies of
these messages, see “The Submarines of Oc-
tober,” endnotes 9 and 11, George Washington

12.
13.

14.
15.

16.

MANTHORPE

University: National Security Archives, www
.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB75/
index2.htm. SOSUS contacts are lines of
bearing. Lines of bearing from several sta-
tions are required to define a good “SOSUS
probable area,” in which the submarine is,

in order to direct aircraft to it. Nevertheless,
SOSUS Naval Facility Grand Turks is usually
credited with making this first contact.

CNO Report.

“President John F. Kennedy’s Speech An-
nouncing the Quarantine against Cuba, Oc-
tober 22, 1962,” available at www.mtholyoke
.edu/acad/intrel/kencuba.htm.

CNO Report.

Cdr. R. E. Bublitz, e-mail exchanges with the
author, June 2009, February and March 2010.

CNO Report. The reference to “overflight”
concerns the operations briefer’s discussion
of plans for the first Navy low-level photo-
recce missions by Light Photographic Squad-
ron 62 flying F8U-1P Crusaders. See Norman
Polmar and John D. Gresham, DEFCON-2:
Standing on the Brink of Nuclear War during
the Cuban Missile Crisis (Hoboken, N.J.:
Wiley, 2006), pp. 139—-44.

17. American Cryptology, book 2, document 3,

18.

19.

20.
21.
22.

p. 352.

These messages originated from the Naval Se-
curity Group station USN 22. Each contained
all three elements. They were not received di-
rectly but were forwarded by NSA after being
checked for validity. Some of these messages
reporting ship positions on the 23rd are avail-
able at National Security Agency, www.nsa.
gov/public_info/cuban_missile_crisis/23
_october_soviet_vessels.pdf.

“McCone, Memorandum for the File: Execu-
tive Committee Meeting on 23 October 1962,
6:00 p.m.,” in CIA Documents on the Cuban
Missile Crisis 1962, ed. Mary S. McAuliffe
(Washington, D.C.: Central Intelligence
Agency, 1992).

CNO Report.
See Anderson, interview (JFK Library).

By comparing the CNO Report for the 23rd
with the Office Log for the 24th, it is evident
that a meeting of the secretary and admiral
did occur on the 23rd and that one could
not have occurred on the 24th, because the
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23.

24.
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CNO left the Pentagon early that evening.
The pertinent entries in the CNO’s Office Log
on the 24th are: “1855: CNO put out word
for maximum relaxation in the office for

the night because he didn’t expect anything
important was going to happen. 2035:

CNO departed for the night. At 2120, Mr.
McNamara called Admiral Ricketts, the duty
CNO....About 2145 Mr. McNamara and
Mr. Gilpatric visited Intelligence Plot.” Only
Dobbs, One Minute to Midnight, p. 72, gets
it right: “Most accounts of the missile crisis
claim, for example, that the confrontation
took place on Wednesday evening . . . —after
the quarantine had already come into effect.
But a study of Pentagon diaries and other
records demonstrates that this is impossible.
Anderson was not even in the building on
Wednesday evening at the time he is alleged
to have had his acrimonious encounter with
McNamara.”

Dino Brugioni, the only historian who offers
an account of a meeting on the evening of
the 23rd, records, “At 9:45 PM on October 23,
Secretary McNamara was briefed in Flag Plot
on the location of the Russian merchant ships
and the location of blockading forces. He
expressed particular interest in the location
of the aircraft carriers Enterprise and Essex
and their nine destroyer escorts” (Eyeball to
Eyeball, p. 387). While Brugioni provides this
information on what may have been the start
of the 23 October meeting, he follows Abel’s
lead in describing the rest of that meeting,
including additional details, as occurring on
24 October (pp. 415-17).

Capt. John R. Prisley, USN (Ret.), e-mail ex-
changes and interview with the author, June
and October 2009. The author was present,
standing nearby, during this encounter and
can confirm that there were no raised voices
and that the admiral, arguing his case, was
not disrespectful. There is disagreement over
what was said as the two left the room. See
Anderson’s JEK Library interview, in which
he says that he made a remark intended to
be humorous, and Gilpatric’s recollection in
Kaplan, Landa, and Drea, History of the Office
of the Secretary of Defense, pp. 5-7, which
indicates that the admiral used “some sort
of strong expletive.” With regard to Gilpat-
ric’s version, Poole says, “Anyone who has
interviewed Admiral Anderson knows how

25.
26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

vehemently he rejected this account.” See
Poole, “Cuban Missile Crisis.”

CNO Report.

On 16 October, McNamara was advocating
air strikes. See “20th Century #18 Cuban
Missile Crisis: Transcript of a Meeting at the
White House, Washington, October 16, 1962,
11:50,” Yale Law School: Avalon Project—
Documents in Law, History and Diplomacy
Project [hereafter Avalon Project], www.avalon
Jlaw.yale.edu. The first indications of Mc-
Namara’s change of position were apparent
to CIA director McCone on 18 October. See
“Memorandum for File, 19 October 1962,” in
CIA Documents on the Cuban Missile Crisis
1962, ed. McAuliffe. For McNamara’s support
of the blockade and the president’s decision,
see “20th Century #34: Minutes of the 505th
Meeting of the National Security Council, 20
October, 2:30-5:10 PM,” Avalon Project.

For a summary of Admiral Anderson’s
presentation to the NSC, see “20th Century
#38 Cuban Missile Crisis: Minutes of 506th
Meeting of the National Security Council,
Washington, October 21, 1962, 2:30—4:50
PM,” Avalon Project. See also Curtis A. Utz,
Cordon of Steel: U.S. Navy and the Cuban Mis-
sile Crisis (Washington D.C.: Naval Historical
Center, 1993), inside front cover, available at
www.history.navy.mil/.

As noted above from CNO Report.

According to Korb (“George Whelan Ander-
son, Jr.,” in Chiefs of Naval Operations, ed.
Love, p. 328), “The conflict between Ander-
son and McNamara concerned the Navy’s
conduct of the blockade. Although Anderson
enthusiastically supported the decision to
create a blockade, he found three aspects of it
disturbing. First, the blockade line was drawn
too close to Cuba. . .. Second, the blockade
was conducted in a manner that violated two
sacred naval doctrines: going through the
chain of command to convey orders, and the
autonomy of the commander on the scene.
... Third, the blockade was not enforced in
accordance with standard naval procedures.”
See page 324 of the cited source for Ander-
son’s views on the relationship of the office of
the secretary and the services.

After the crisis, the IP handwritten brief-
ers’ notes, the daily message series known as
CNO Briefing Notes, and other materials were
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32.

33.
34.

turned over to those preparing the official
CNO Report, who, unfortunately, do not
appear to have saved them upon completion
of that effort. However, most CIA memos
have been preserved by the agency and the
JEK Library. Likewise, all of the Daily Intel-
ligence Summaries of the Commander in
Chief, Atlantic Fleet covering operational
aspects of the quarantine are preserved in
the operational archives at the Naval History
and Heritage Command. As Dobbs found,
“The U.S. Navy has done the best job of the
four armed services in making its missile
crisis records available to the public, despite
the fact that its budget for historical research
is only a fraction of the amount available

to the Air Force. I spent a couple of weeks
combing through the records at the Naval
Historical Center [now the Navy History and
Heritage Command], which include . . . daily
intelligence summaries.” Unfortunately, these
holdings do not include CNO IP intelligence
summaries.

. “Soviet Shipping to Cuba,” CIA memo-

randum, 24 October 1962, reporting the
“known positions” of “Soviet Ships Currently
Enroute to Cuba: As of 2100 [9 PM] 23 Oc-
tober 1962,” box 46, National Security Files,
Countries: Cuba, Subjects: CIA Memoranda,
10/23/62-10/25/62, JFK Library. This memo
was dated 24 October, indicating that it was
not completed and signed until after mid-
night but also suggesting that no additional
significant positions had been received at the
last minute.

The NSG report of this DF position has not
been located. But evidence of its existence
can be inferred from a CIA memo in the

JFK Library: “The Crisis USSR/Cuba; 26
October; Report of Soviet Ships to/from
Cuba: Course Reversed.” It indicates that the
“Reversed Time/Dist from Cuba” for Kimovsk
was “10/232023Z” at “815 nm.” The irregular
time suggests that this position was the result
of a DE. At the time of intercept the course
of the ship would have been unknown. Only
on the 26th, by postanalysis of earlier and
subsequent position reports, would it have
indicated that the ship had “reversed.”

American Cryptology, book 2, p. 329.

None of these messages have been found by
the author.

35.
36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

4

—_

42.

MANTHORPE

Aid, “Commentary.”
Brugioni, Eyeball to Eyeball, p. 389.

Adm. B. R. Inman, USN (Ret.), was a lieuten-
ant at NFOIO during that period. When
asked whether IP and NFOIO would have
been in contact that night, his reply was
“almost certainly yes.” Admiral Inman, e-mail
to author, 23 January 2010.

Brugioni, Eyeball to Eyeball, p. 389. He docu-
ments his account in endnote 16 of chapter
6 by citing a “Central Intelligence Agency
Memorandum: The Crisis USSR/Cuba,
October 25, 1962, John F. Kennedy Library.”
Unfortunately, comprehensive searches of
the forty pages of CIA Cuban missile crisis
memos in National Security Files, Countries:
Cuba, Subjects: CIA Memoranda, 10/23/62—
10/25/62, box 46, at the JFK Library by the
library staff and the author could not locate
that memo. Nor is it included in CIA Docu-
ments on the Cuban Missile Crisis 1962, ed.
McAliffe. Nevertheless, according to Kenneth
Absher, during the crisis Brugioni was chief
of a unit responsible for providing all-source
collateral information to photo interpreters
and thus probably was involved in liaison
with the CIA watch and would have been
aware that this occurred. Kenneth Michael
Absher, Mind-Sets and Missiles: A First Hand
Account of the Cuban Missile Crisis (Carlisle,
Pa.: U.S. Army Strategic Studies Institute,
September 2009), p. 38.

American Cryptology, book 2, p. 352. Dobbs,
One Minute to Midnight, says that it was only
after the turnaround that “NSA received ur-
gent instructions to pipe its data directly into
the White House Situation Room” (p. 91).

Rear Adm. Maurice H. Rindskopf, USN
(Ret.), “Reflections of a URL Intelligence
Subspecialist,” Naval Intelligence Profession-
als Quarterly (Fall 2004), p. 13. In an e-mail
to the author in February 2010 he described
his memory of this briefing as “vivid” and
provided background.

. In his research Dobbs uncovered these notes,

and he has posted them at National Security
Archive, www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/nsa/cuba
_mis_cri/dobbs/gilpatric%20/0ct%20/24pdf.

Although this entry in the CNO’s office log
was recorded as having been entered at 1040,
it summarizes activity that occurred earlier,
probably between 1000 and 1030.
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46.

47.

NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

Kennedy, Thirteen Days, pp. 68-72.

A review of the transcript of the tapes of

this meeting suggests that McCone had not
been expecting this information. The tapes
are in the Scripps Library at the University

of Virginia, at Miller Center for Public Policy,
millercenter.org/scripps/archives/
presidentialrecordings/kennedy1962/24_62.
Because the White House Situation Room
was staffed by CIA personnel, the staffer de-
livering the information from ONI naturally
took the note to McCone. But the transcript
of the tapes indicated that upon McCone’s re-
turn to the room the president asked, “Where
did you hear this?” and that McCone replied,
“From ONI.”

Abel, Missile Crisis, p. 152; Allison, Essence of
Decision, p. 131.

See Dobbs’s analysis and plot, One Minute

to Midnight, pp. 88-91. Dobbs says, “This is
the first book to use archival evidence to plot
the actual positions of Soviet and American
ships on the morning of October 24, when
Dean Rusk spoke of the two sides coming
‘eyeball to eyeball’” (p. xiv). He also says, “The
mistaken notion that Soviet ships turned
around at the last moment in a tense battle of
wills between Kennedy and Khrushchev has
lingered for decades. The ‘eyeball to eyeball’
imagery served the political interests of the
Kennedy brothers emphasizing their courage
and coolness at a decisive moment in history”
(p. 88). Finally, he says, “The myth of the
‘eyeball to eyeball’ moment persisted because
previous historians of the missile crisis

failed to use those records to plot the actual
positions of Soviet ships on the morning of
Wednesday, October 24” (p. 91).

Dobbs, One Minute to Midnight. “ExComm
members were disturbed by the lack of

real-time information. McNamara in par-
ticular, felt the Navy should have shared its
data hours earlier, even though some of it was
ambiguous. He had visited Flag Plot before
going to the White House for the ExComm
meeting, but intelligence officers had termed
the early reports of course changes ‘incon-
clusive’ and had not bothered to inform him”
(pp- 89-90). Dobbs adds, “Communications
intercepts started arriving direct from the Na-
tional Security Agency following complaints
from Kennedy and McNamara about the
delay in reporting the turnaround of Soviet
ships” (p. 108).

48. According to the CNO Report, at “about

noon, Mr. McNamara returned to Flag Plot
for a briefing on the information received
concerning the Russian ships reversing
course.” But, according to the CNO Office
Log, at that time the CNO was in his office,
first with General Taylor and then with the
DNI waiting to receive a draft of an intel-
ligence message, which he then took to the
Secretary of the Navy. At 1528, the Office Log
indicates, the secretary arrived in Flag Plot
and Vice Admiral Griffin went to meet him.
At the time Admiral Anderson was in a JCS
meeting. Later in the evening the Log shows
that the CNO left for home at 1818; the CNO
Report shows that Secretaries McNamara and
Gilpatric did not visit IP until 2124.

49. While the secretary learned of the turnaround

at the White House around 1030, the CNO
Office Log shows that the admiral heard of it,
by phone from General Taylor, only at 1043,
because he had been walking back to his
office from the JCS meeting in response to
the report of the submarine contact, to be on
hand in Flag Plot.



GLOBALIZATION, SECURITY, AND ECONOMIC

WELL-BEING

Stephen M. Carmel

lobalization and interconnected economies are topics of keen interest to me,

both from my academic background and also from my position in interna-

tional shipping. The container and advances in information technology, coevolv-

ing with advances in business organization, are perhaps more than any other

combination of factors responsible for trade as we know it today—characterized

by disaggregated supply chains and trade focused on tasks, not goods—a topic

explored in detail later. Before going in depth about globalization, security, and

economic well-being, a quote from one of my favorite authors will set the stage:

“Economies have become so interdependent due to advances in transportation

and communication technology that actions in one country produce nearly in-

stantaneous effects in many others. Consequently conflict between states is futile

Mr. Carmel is Senior Vice President, Maritime Ser-
vices at Maersk Line, Limited (MLL), responsible for
all technical and operating activities. He previously
held positions in operations and finance for U.S. Ma-
rine Management, Inc., and Maersk Line, Limited.
He began his career sailing as a deck officer and mas-
ter, primarily on tankers. Mr. Carmel graduated from
the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy in 1979. He also
holds an MA in economics and an MBA from Old Do-
minion University in Norfolk, Virginia, and is cur-
rently a PhD candidate in international studies with
a concentration in international political economy.
Mr. Carmel is a member of several industry and aca-
demic associations and the Chief of Naval Operations
Executive Panel (NOOK).

Naval War College Review, Winter 2013, Vol. 66, No. 1

since damage to one economy necessarily translates
into damage to others, including that of the aggressor.”

You might be tempted to ascribe this argument to
Thomas Friedman in The World Is Flat (Farrar, Straus,
Giroux, 2005) or another from the multitude of gos-
pels of globalization popular today, but in fact it is
the argument advanced by the Nobel Prize-winning
British economist Norman Angell in his famous The
Great Illusion, published in 1910. At the time Angell
published his book, the world was hurtling toward the
catastrophe of World War I, which brought the first
great age of globalization to a close. I study Angell’s

work because he was a perpetual optimist, a brilliant
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thinker, and a skilled economist, and his story reminds us that even the best and
brightest can get something as complex as the global economy drastically wrong.
Today when people contemplate globalization and interconnected, interdepen-
dent economies, the outsourcing of jobs, trade displacing locally produced goods,
access to vital commercial pathways, and the other hallmarks we consider unique
to our age, it is important to remember we have been through this before and that
leaders of the day badly misunderstood the dynamics then in play.

The first great age of globalization is generally considered to have begun with
the repeal of the Corn Laws in Britain in 1846. This was also the height of the
Industrial Revolution, with discontinuous advances in methods of production.
The huge leaps in transport and communications technology Angell spoke about
were the steamship, the railroad, and the telegraph—all every bit as disruptive
then as disaggregated supply chains, containerization, and the Internet are today.
While today we worry about access to the Strait of Hormuz and the Suez Canal,
then it was the Bosporus and Strait of Gibraltar. Then, as now, tensions arose as
developing economies were accused of using cheap local resources to invade the
distant markets of more advanced countries.

At that time, the roles were somewhat reversed, and it was the flood of cheap
agricultural products from a comparatively backward but rapidly developing
United States into the more mature and sophisticated markets of England and
Europe that was the issue. Among other effects, this trade released local newly
surplus labor from agricultural work and triggered rural-to-urban internal
labor migrations in those countries, England in particular, which in turn fed
the insatiable demand for cheap labor to keep the cogs in the machinery of the
Industrial Revolution turning. Social dynamics in those countries were perma-
nently altered, as was the global distribution of power, launching the golden
age of the British Empire. Much as is the case today, advances in one facet of
economic activity produced unanticipated consequences both within and across
borders. Alexander Gerschenkron, in his seminal work Bread and Democracy in
Germany (Cornell Univ. Press, 1989), lays out how the ways in which countries
dealt with those consequences set in motion the train of events that culminated
in World War I, even while the most learned men of the day, such as Angell, failed
to comprehend the nature of globalization, what it meant, and the effect it was
h